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Nikoletta-Theofania Siamagka and George Balabanis
ABSTRACT
Prior research has suggested that many consumers prefer domestic to foreign products, even when the quality is lower
and the price is higher. Such bias is attributed to consumer ethnocentrism. This study critically examines the current
conceptualizations of consumer ethnocentrism and proposes an extension of its conceptual boundaries and measure-
ment. It determines that consumer ethnocentrism is a multidimensional construct that encompasses five dimensions:
prosociality, cognition, insecurity, reflexiveness, and habituation. Empirical evidence from the United Kingdom and the
United States demonstrates that the extended measurement instrument better predicts consumers’ preferences for local
brands at the expense of foreign brands.
Keywords: consumer ethnocentrism, dimensions, conceptualization, measurement
T
he recent financial crisis revealed how enduring
and widespread ethnocentrism is (Everret 2012).
Ethnocentrism seems to act as a self-defense reflex
of local economies, governments, organizations, and
individuals against the threat of imports and foreign
competition. Many countries around the world (e.g.,
Vietnam, South Africa, Indonesia, Australia, the United
States) have launched government-sponsored “buy
local” campaigns in an effort to curb imports, protect
local jobs, improve trade balances, and defend national
identities (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development 2010). The popularity of such campaigns
defies the economic advice of international organi-
zations because of their distortive effects on inter-
national trade. In the private sector in 2013, companies
such as Wal-Mart in the United States and John Lewis in
the United Kingdom launched multimillion-dollar buy-
local programs. Companies such as Jaguar and Lamb’s
Navy Rum in the United Kingdom; New Balance, Red
Wing, Pendleton, and Made Movement in the United
States; and ROM in Romania have also exploited ethno-
centrism in their promotional efforts to appeal to ethno-
centric buyers.The sphere of influence of ethnocentrism
not only incudes firms or governments but extends to
the consumer level as well, on which most scholarly
research has focused. In the marketing literature, con-
sumer ethnocentrism refers to consumer biases in favor
of domestic over foreign products (Shimp and Sharma
1987). The concept is useful in predicting consumers’
receptivity to foreign brands (Cleveland, Laroche, and
Papadopoulos 2009) and is an important element of
national identity (Keillor and Hult 1999; Keillor et al.
1996; Thelen and Honeycutt 2004). Assessing the levels
of consumer ethnocentrism is fundamentally important
to consumer and strategic decision making in the global
marketplace in that it could provide decision makers
with an “indication as to where standardization is pos-
sible and specialization necessary” (Keillor et al. 1996,
p. 58). Consumer ethnocentrism is also important to
global positioning (Magnusson et al. 2014; Nijssen and
Douglas 2011; Westjohn, Singh, and Magnusson 2012),
global branding (Alden et al. 2013; Guo 2013), market
entry mode decisions (Fong, Lee, and Du 2014), and the
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materialization of country-of-origin effects (Balabanis
and Diamantopoulos 2008, 2011).
Despite its many theoretical and practical applications,
and despite several calls for conceptual reassessment,
the construct of consumer ethnocentrism remains unal-
tered since its inception in 1987. Several scholars have
called for a conceptual reexamination of consumer eth-
nocentrism and for a review of its measurement (e.g.,
Cleveland, Laroche, and Papadopoulos 2009; De Cre-
mer 2001; Hult and Keillor 1994; Lantz and Loeb 1996;
Saffu and Walker 2005). The increased number of calls
is a result of empirical evidence supporting the multi-
dimensional structure of consumer ethnocentrism (e.g.,
Hsu and Nien 2008; Saffu and Walker 2005; Upadhyay
and Singh 2006) and challenging the initial conceptuali-
zation as a unidimensional construct.
The operationalization of the construct is based on the
widely used consumer ethnocentrism tendencies scale
(CETSCALE; Shimp and Sharma 1987), which also
raises significant concerns about the applicability and
generalizability of the measurement. In addition to the
dimensionality problem highlighted in extant literature,
several scholars have associated the CETSCALE with
social desirability bias and response style bias (De
Ruyter, Van Birgelen, and Wetzels 1998; Hult and Keil-
lor 1994).
The conceptual differences observed cross-culturally
suggest that extant knowledge suffers from a narrow
view of the constituent dimensions and highlights the
need for further research to enhance the content validity
of the construct of consumer ethnocentrism. A new con-
ceptualization would inform a more extended opera-
tionalization of the construct and provide researchers
with more accurate gradation and appraisal of ethno-
centric biases.
Finally, the CETSCALE is not fully in line with con-
sumer ethnocentrism’s definition as “a trait-like prop-
erty of individuals’ personalities” (Sharma, Shimp, and
Shin 1995, p. 27). Most of the items included in this
measurement instrument capture general normative
aspects (e.g., “A real American should always buy
American-made products”) and the consequences of
purchasing foreign products (e.g., “Americans should
not buy foreign products because this hurts American
businesses and causes unemployment”) but fail to tap
personal values and belief systems. The inconsistency
between the conceptualization and operationalization of
the construct is a cause of validity concerns because
such important elements are overlooked in the existing
measure. Research is necessary to address this inconsis-
tency and to enhance operationalization of the construct
through the inclusion of omitted facets.
This study endeavors to address these gaps by revisiting
the conceptualization and operationalization of con-
sumer ethnocentrism and by developing a new measure-
ment scale. The research purposes therefore are twofold.
First, we aim to enhance the conceptualization of con-
sumer ethnocentrism and to assess the validity of previ-
ous suggestions that it is a multidimensional construct.
Second, we strive to develop a new measure of con-
sumer ethnocentrism. To achieve these objectives, we
use qualitative research and three quantitative studies in
the United Kingdom and the United States to validate
the scale and establish superiority of the explanatory
power of the new measurement instrument to that of the
CETSCALE.
The study does not simply rely on existing conceptuali -
zations but also is an attempt to identify pertinent
dimensions inductively and through the use of qualita-
tive research. The first contribution of the study is the
conceptual extension of the consumer ethnocentrism
construct and its dimensions. The new conceptualiza-
tion goes beyond the patriotic duty to buy domestic
products and incorporates new dimensions, such as the
heightened perception of threat and distorted cognition,
which can enhance understanding of the elements incor-
porated into consumer ethnocentrism and open new
avenues for research. The extended concept of consumer
ethnocentrism will provide new insights for current
theories and serve as the theoretical groundwork for
expanding and refining theories of domestic product
bias and international consumer behavior.
Second, this study develops a reliable and panoptic mea-
sure of consumer ethnocentrism, which will provide
additional granularity and accuracy for the empirical
testing of hypotheses and theoretical models. The new
measure will enhance the prediction of consumer atti-
tudes toward and preferences for domestic or foreign
products.
Third, the study provides a useful tool for practitioners
to pinpoint the motivations and sources of consumers’
reluctance to buy foreign products as well as help them
segment their markets more precisely. The multiple
dimensions of the new conceptualization of consumer
ethnocentrism will better inform managerial decisions
related to global positioning, branding, market entry
mode, and the implementation of tactical programs to
combat the adverse effects of consumer ethnocentrism.
CONSUMER ETHNOCENTRISM: 
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
The literature describes the concept of consumer ethno-
centrism as a means to understand the moral concerns
arising from the consumption of foreign and domestic
products. Consumer ethnocentrism is a derivative of the
general concept of ethnocentrism first introduced in the
sociology domain. Sumner (1906, p. 13) originally
defined the concept of ethnocentrism as “the technical
name for this view of things in which one’s own group
is the centre of everything, and all others are scaled and
rated with reference to it.” According to Sumner, the
main features of ethnocentrism include pride in one’s
own group and a perception of other groups’ inferiority.
The “we” group is characterized by feelings of superior-
ity and pride, while the “others” group is perceived as
inferior. Adorno et al. (1950) provide an augmented
overview and a scale to measure ethnocentrism, in
which ethnocentrism serves as an expression of authori -
tarianism. According to Adorno et al.’s theory, ethno-
centrism is a pervasive personality trait that is part of
one’s ideological system (see also Forbes 1985). The
“authoritarian personality” is grounded in Freudian
psychoanalytic theory, and its emphasis is on early
childhood experiences that shape personality develop-
ment. LeVine and Campbell (1972) suggest that ethno-
centrism is precipitated by social factors and competi-
tion of groups for scarce resources (e.g., jobs, economic
resources), in what has become known as the realistic
group conflict theory. Recent evidence from longitudinal
research supports the view that ethnocentrism has the
enduring nature of a personality trait and is not affected
by social factors such as size and proximity of out-
groups and ethnic diversity (Bircan 2010; Hooghe,
Reeskens, and Stolle 2007).
Initial Conceptualization and Nature of 
Consumer Ethnocentrism
Shimp and Sharma (1987, p. 280) first defined con-
sumer ethnocentrism, an offshoot of Adorno et al.’s
(1950) view of ethnocentrism as a personality trait, as
the “appropriateness, indeed morality, of purchasing
foreign-made products.” According to them, to an eth-
nocentric consumer, purchasing imported products is
immoral and unpatriotic, hurts the domestic economy,
and leads to a loss of domestic jobs. Ethnocentric con-
sumers tend to perceive domestic products as superior to
foreign alternatives. This notion is in line with LeVine
and Campbell’s (1972) view of ethnocentrism, in which
domestic values and symbols are perceived with pride,
whereas foreign ones are viewed with contempt. With
this perception, consumers exhibit a systematic prefer-
ence for domestic goods, accompanied by a rejection of
foreign alternatives.
Consumer ethnocentrism serves to provide people with
a sense of belonging to a group as well as direction
regarding what is appropriate or inappropriate purchas-
ing behavior. Parallel to Smith’s (1992) view that ethno-
centric sentiments are deeply rooted in human values,
consumer decision making also includes strong moral
and social considerations. The reason for this associa-
tion with morality lies in the principles of moral values,
or actions that are likely to be helpful or harmful to
humans in the long run (McGregor 2006).
Shimp and Sharma (1987) use the general term “ten-
dency,” rather than “attitude,” to describe consumer
ethnocentrism. According to them, “tendency” captures
the more general notion of a disposition to act in a con-
sistent manner toward foreign products in toto. Sharma,
Shimp, and Shin (1995, p. 27) later defined consumer
ethnocentrism as “a trait-like property of individuals’
personalities,” emphasizing the enduring nature of eth-
nocentrism. Unlike attitudes, personality traits are not
evaluative and descriptive response tendencies in a given
domain (Ajzen 2005).
Extension of Consumer Ethnocentrism
Empirical evidence indicates that consumer ethnocen-
trism constitutes a form of altruism in the marketplace
(Shimp and Sharma 1987), given that it serves as a
means to support fellow workers and the national
economy. Other scholars have suggested that consumer
ethnocentrism is a type of prosocial behavior (Powers
and Hopkins 2006) because consumers may need to
make sacrifices in quality and price to favor domestic
products.
The operationalization of consumer ethnocentrism, in
the form of the CETSCALE (Shimp and Sharma 1987),
has received criticism regarding the scale’s ability to
fully capture the inherent multidimensionality of the
domain. Some scholars have expressed concerns about
the quality of the measure, in relation to social desirabil-
ity bias and response style bias (e.g., De Ruyter, Van
Birgelen, and Wetzels 1998; Hult and Keillor 1994). For
example, some CETSCALE items are rather extreme
and cannot elicit total agreement (e.g., “Foreigners
should not be allowed to put their products on our mar-
kets”). Some strong, almost leading statements (e.g.,
“American products, first, last, and foremost”) can also
introduce response bias.
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Furthermore, various studies have found a dimension-
ality problem, illustrating that the CETSCALE taps
more than one dimension (Acharya and Elliott 2003;
Hsu and Nien 2008; Saffu and Walker 2005; Upadhyay
and Singh 2006). For example, Acharya and Elliott
(2003) suggest that this measure taps two dimensions,
including emotional and rational ethnocentrism,
whereas Upadhyay and Singh (2006) establish a four-
dimensional structure, including nationalism, socioeco-
nomic conservatism, protectionism, and ultranational-
ism. In a similar vein, Vida and Reardon (2008) argue
that consumer ethnocentrism contains three attitude ele-
ments: affective (e.g., sense of belonging, love for one’s
country), cognitive (e.g., stereotype development, cogni-
tive distortion), and normative (e.g., societal forces act-
ing toward the common good).
We undertake a qualitative study (explained in the
“Scale Development” section) to explore the existence
of additional dimensions and unveil additional compo-
nents of consumer ethnocentrism. We then explain the
themes emerging from this stage through the established
literature on ethnocentrism. The relevant literature pro-
vides support for five dimensions of consumer ethnocen-
trism: prosociality, cognition, insecurity, reflexiveness,
and habituation. These dimensions are consumption
specific and differ significantly from the dimensions
identified in the existing scales of ethnocentrism devel-
oped in sociology and psychology (Adorno et al. 1950;
Bizumic et al. 2009; Grant and Brown 1995). We con-
ceptualize these dimensions as a reflection of the con-
sumer ethnocentrism construct and as operating to vary-
ing degrees in tandem with one another.
Ethnocentric Prosociality. Ethnocentrism is linked with
patriotic love and sacrifice for one’s country (Balabanis
et al. 2001; Han 1988; Lee, Hong, and Lee 2003;
Sharma, Shimp, and Shin 1995; Wall and Heslop 1986).
It is associated with a kind of prosociality, in which the
county’s interests take precedence over a person’s self-
interest. In general, prosociality refers to caring for the
welfare of others, feeling concern and empathy for oth-
ers, and acting in ways that benefit others. Several
empirical studies have shown that ethnocentrics act
beyond their self-interests and embrace a willingness to
help their compatriots without expectation of reward
(e.g., Powers and Hopkins 2006; Shimp and Sharma
1987).
Bénabou and Tirole (2004) argue that prosociality
derives from a combination of altruism, material self-
interest, social image, and self-image. All people con-
struct certain moral self-images and desire to behave
accordingly (Caddick 1982; De Cremer 2001; Tropp
and Brown 2004). Thus, people undertake prosocial
activities “to self-signal their good traits” (Meier 2006,
p. 12). In a consumption context, this ethnocentric self-
image is enacted through engagement in prosocial
behavior that protects local employment and industry
from the threat of imports. In applying the same princi-
ples of prosociality to consumer behavior, ethnocentric
consumers perceive the consumption of domestic prod-
ucts as a moral obligation to help their home country
(e.g., Powers and Hopkins 2006). Consumers’ proso-
ciality can stem from both purely altruistic motives,
such as helping the domestic economy without expect-
ing something in return, and impure altruism, in which
consumers show a preference for domestic goods to
enhance their self-image.
Ethnocentric (Distorted) Cognition. By definition, eth-
nocentric people tend to interpret the world from their
ethnic group’s point of view (Applebaum 1996). Ethno-
centrics tend to have biased beliefs and views about
other countries and their products. In the original con-
ceptualization of consumer ethnocentrism (Shimp and
Sharma 1987), cognitive aspects, such as perceptions of
domestic product superiority or foreign product inferi-
ority, are prevalent dimensions.
Although products can be assessed on different grounds
(e.g., country of origin, type, price range, quality, func-
tion), for ethnocentric consumers, the prominent means
of categorizing products is through their status as
domestic or foreign. Research on country-of-origin
stereotypes (Hadjimarcou and Hu 1999; Hilton and
Von Hippel 1996; Turner 1982) and “product stereo-
typing” (Reierson 1966; Schooler 1965) also provides
ample evidence of ethnocentric cognitive biases. Strong
ethnocentric attachment to a country may distort cogni-
tions about domestic and foreign products and encour-
age the perpetuation and persistence of false stereotypes
(Tiedens and Linton 2001). For example, Liu, Johnson,
and Johnson (2005) report that stereotypical beliefs are
unintentionally and automatically activated when the
origins of a product become known.
Ethnocentric Insecurity. An important element funda-
mental to consumer ethnocentrism is the heightened per-
ception of threat from foreign products (Shimp and
Sharma 1987). In general, consumers associate foreign
products with threats to the domestic economy and to
domestic workers. Although certain realities may trigger
such perceptions, such as high unemployment, trade
deficits, high debt, and other economic hazards (Lee,
Hong, and Lee 2003; Olsen, Granzin, and Biswas 1993;
Sharma, Shimp, and Shin 1995), ethnocentrics tend to
be more perceptive and sensitive than others to such
threats. Ethnocentric consumers who feel threatened
tend to increase their group identity and cohesion
(Grant 1993) and respond with an intensified attempt to
defend their in-group (Bizumic et al. 2009). Consistent
with this notion, ethnocentric consumers who identify a
threat might intensify their efforts to protect their
domestic economy by supporting domestic products.
We label this tendency as “ethnocentric insecurity.”
Although a baseline level of insecurity may already
exist, contextual factors, such as the level of a country’s
economic development, increase ethnocentric insecurity
(Mullen, Brown, and Smith 1992).
Ethnocentric Reflexiveness. As we mentioned previ-
ously, many ethnocentric tendencies tend to be uncon-
scious and automatically activated (MacDonald 2006).
Such automaticity is the product of a lifetime of
repeated encounters with ethnocentrically biased infor-
mation. For ethnocentric tendencies to be activated,
learned ethnocentric associations need to already exist
in one’s cognitive structure (Jo and Berkowitz 1994).
Consistent with the theory of spreading activation of
memory, when exposed to a stimulus (e.g., a foreign
product), consumers tend to automatically activate con-
cepts stored in long-term memory (e.g., learned ethno-
centric attitudes) to recall information and evaluate the
given stimulus. A two-stage processing model comes
into play: in the first stage, the perceptual part is auto-
matic (i.e., activation of ethnocentric memories), and in
the second stage, ethnocentric behavioral response is
controlled by conscious choice (Devine 1989). Ethno-
centric buying behavior tends to be a conscious choice
but is based on automatically activated tendencies.
Fazio and Williams (1986) suggest that mental represen-
tations that become active automatically are more influ-
ential than consciously retrieved perceptions. As a result
of such preconscious influences, the consumer is
unaware of the interpretive bias of the information and
therefore cannot try to change it to a more socially
acceptable one (Bargh 1989).
Automatic ethnocentric trait activation is based on the
mechanism in which activation is triggered by the mere
presence of trait-relevant behavior. Ethnocentrism may
be strongly established from an early age in children’s
memories, well before they come of an age capable of
critically evaluating and questioning its appropriateness
(Allport 1954). With a longer presence and activation
history, ethnocentric beliefs are likely to be more acces-
sible than more recently acquired beliefs. Thus, when
consumers must choose between foreign and domestic
products, relevant cues may activate unconscious ethno-
centric beliefs to guide their conscious evaluation of the
available options and their final purchase decision.
Extant research has suggested that prolonged exposure
to ethnocentric information (e.g., buy-local campaigns,
information from family) facilitates retention in long-
term memory, resulting in the automatic activation of
ethnocentric tendencies (Hansen and Hansen 1988). We
suggest that this type of preconscious, “waiting-to-be-
activated” ethnocentrism constitutes an important
dimension of consumer ethnocentrism, and we label this
dimension as “reflexive ethnocentrism.”
Ethnocentric Habituation. The well-established link of
ethnocentrism with morality emphasizes the need to
incorporate habit into the core of ethnocentrism. Sup-
porting evidence has indicated that morality inherently
entails habit, in which a person develops the habit of
“acting and thinking in common” (Durkheim 1893,
quoted in Camic 1986, p. 1054). In addition, similar to
general ethnocentrism, consumer ethnocentrism is
learned from an early age (Shimp and Sharma 1987).
Consumers become accustomed to ethnocentrism
through frequent repetition of or prolonged exposure to
ethnocentric behaviors, such as repeated buying prac-
tices. Everyday interactions in different contexts (i.e.,
family, school, and friends) are the main socialization
routes through which consumers implicitly develop eth-
nocentric biases. Extant research indicates that bicultur-
alism decreases the levels of ethnocentrism (Zolfaghar-
ian and Sun 2010). However, Poon, Evangelista, and
Albaum (2010) show that immigrants who share similar
cultural backgrounds to that of the host country have as
equally high ethnocentrism scores as those locally born.
Consistent with these findings, empirical evidence also
indicates that the combination of two ethnic identities in
the immigrant group does not eliminate the develop-
ment of ethnocentrism (Zolfagharian, Saldivar, and Sun
2014). Similarly, Watchravesringkan (2011) shows that
consumer ethnocentrism of immigrants to the host
country (United States) was higher for those who had
adopted a dual ethnic identity (Asian Americans) and
for highly acculturated immigrants, regardless of their
adopted ethnic identity.
Empirical evidence from sociology indicates that differ-
ences in the levels of ethnocentrism can be ascribed to
different socialization experiences (Ryan et al. 2007).
Corroborating evidence from Crisp and Turner (2011)
illustrates that members can experience the increasing
ethnic and cultural variation in modern societies differ-
ently. For example, immigrants who face discrimination
are less likely to integrate or assimilate into that society.
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Benet-Martínez, Lee, and Leu (2006) argue that ethnic
and cultural diversity influences not only immigrants but
also members of the majority group. Members of the
majority group can use different strategies to deal with
the ethnic or cultural groups in their society. For exam-
ple, increased ethnic and cultural diversity may threaten
their identity and lead to higher discrimination and eth-
nocentrism. Drawing from the categorization–processing–
adaptation–generalization model (Crisp and Turner
2011), two conditions must be met for exposure to eth-
nic or cultural diversity to reduce prejudice or biases.
First, cultural diversity must challenge stereotypi cal
expectations (of the different ethnic/cultural groups),
and second, the person must be motivated and able to
try to resolve the conflicting stereotypical expectations
of the different groups. For adaptation to take place,
people must repeatedly experience stereotypically chal-
lenging diversity and engage in conflict resolution. If
these conditions are not met, the existing stereotypes
will guide their behavior and judgments.
Thus, the development of ethnocentrism at an early age
depends on the surrounding conditions. In particular,
the degree of ethnocentric habituation will depend on
how diverse and challenging to the ethnic stereotypes
the environment is and the motivations of the ethnic
group to overcome and reconcile such stereotypes.
Mezirow (1997, p. 6) defines ethnocentrism as “a habit
of mind,” suggesting that ethnocentric feelings that
develop at an early age are automatically activated and
shape value judgments and attitudes.
Consistent with Shimp and Sharma (1987), we also
define consumer ethnocentrism as a tendency and view
tendencies as enduring general traits. Thus, we define
consumer ethnocentrism as consumers’ tendency to
favor domestic over foreign products—that is, as a form
of prosocial behavior that can be reflexive or learned
and is associated with feelings of insecurity and dis-
torted cognition. In the following subsection, we focus
on nomological and predictive validity and outline the
process we followed to construct a valid consumer eth-
nocentrism measure.
Nomological Hypotheses
Research on morality highlights the different
approaches that people adopt with respect to their
moral judgments. These approaches focus on two main
dimensions: relativism and idealism (Forsyth 1980).
Ethical relativism refers to “the extent to which indi-
viduals reject universal moral rules or principles” (Bar-
nett, Bass, and Brown 1994, p. 469). People with high
levels of ethical relativism are less likely to base their
moral judgments on universal laws and tend to form
judgments according to each unique situation. In con-
trast, those with high levels of ethical idealism tend to
rely on universal laws and believe in moral absolutes.
According to Forsyth, Nye, and Kelley (1988), moral
idealists value the well-being of others and hold the view
of protecting others from harm. Evidence from sociologi -
cal research also shows that ethical idealism is related to
authoritarianism (McHoskey 1996), a concept closely
aligned with ethnocentrism. As such, because consumer
ethnocentrism is based on the moral obligation to sup-
port the local economy and prevent harm, we conceptu-
alize ethnocentrism as a defensive mechanism (from eco-
nomic and job-loss threats), rooted in altruism and,
thus, expect it to be in line with the values and beliefs of
moral idealists. Thus:
H1: Consumer ethnocentrism is positively associ-
ated with ethical idealism.
Many studies have discussed the role of social norms in
prosocial behavior (e.g., De Groot and Steg 2009).
Specifically, ethnocentric responses develop to ensure
survival through an increase in solidarity and conform-
ity with the group (Catton 1960). In line with Fishbein’s
(1979) theory of reasoned action, subjective norms
influence behavioral intent as people feel peer pressure
to conform to existing norms. Subjective norms are a
function of normative beliefs about what peers think
people should do and people’s motivation to comply.
Repeated normative pressures reinforce ethnocentrism
and may lead to the internalization of ethnocentric
beliefs. In that case, the level of a person’s susceptibility
to interpersonal influence determines the degree to
which he or she complies with the self-preservation and
survival values of a social environment (Bearden, Nete-
meyer, and Teel 1989) and accepts such justifications to
adopt an ethnocentric stance. Thus:
H2: Consumer ethnocentrism is positively associated
with susceptibility to interpersonal influence.
People who interact with and experience other cultures
are more appreciative of them and less likely to be eth-
nocentrically biased (Sharma, Shimp, and Shin 1995).
Travel plays a key role in cultural openness, or cos-
mopolitanism, because it facilitates open-mindedness
and leads to a more sophisticated stance toward the
“exotic” (Belk 1998). Similarly, mixed marriages and
intercommunication with the diaspora can also result in
greater tolerance of foreign nations (Van Hear 1998).
Migration can also increase hybridity in cultures in
which families and peers transcend national boundaries
(Pieterse 1994) and reinforce cosmopolitanism (Holt
1998). Unlike ethnocentrics, cosmopolitans are less
likely to view foreigners as inferior. Cosmopolitans are
open to new ideas and evaluate products on their func-
tional merits, regardless of tradition or social influence.
Empirical studies have established a negative relation-
ship between cosmopolitanism and ethnocentrism (Bal-
abanis, Mueller, and Melewar 2002; Vida and Reardon
2008). Thus:
H3: Consumer ethnocentrism is negatively associ-
ated with consumer cosmopolitanism.
Predictive Validity Hypotheses
Research has illustrated a significant relationship
between consumer ethnocentrism and purchase inten-
tions (Han 1988; Klein 2002; Klein, Ettenson, and Mor-
ris 1998; Suh and Kwon 2002; Wang and Chen 2004).
Consumers with high levels of ethnocentrism tend to be
unwilling to purchase foreign products (Klein, Ettenson,
and Morris 1998; Suh and Kwon 2002) and want to
prevent foreign firms from growing because they associ-
ate foreign products with threat (Shimp and Sharma
1987). Such consumers are likely to purchase (Good and
Huddleston 1995; Wang and Chen 2004) and prefer
(Balabanis and Diamantopoulos 2004) domestic goods,
to strengthen the domestic economy and help fellow
workers. In line with these findings, we hypothesize the
following:
H4: The more ethnocentric a consumer is, the
stronger are his or her (a) preference for
domestic brands and (b) reluctance to buy for-
eign products.
SCALE DEVELOPMENT
Before embarking on the scale development process, we
needed to decide on the specification of the measure-
ment model. Applying MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and
Jarvis’s (2005) criteria, we checked whether the scale
was formative or reflective and determined that a
reflective model specification was more appropriate for
ethnocentrism. The identified indicators for each
dimension are manifestations of the ethnocentrism con-
structs. In addition, all indicators and identified dimen-
sions share the common theme of consumer ethnocen-
tric response. As we show subsequently, we expected
the indicators to covary and to have the same
antecedents and consequences as explained in the
hypotheses.
Item Identification and Screening
We developed the first pool of items on the basis of a
multidisciplinary theoretical background and qualitative
findings, collected through 19 in-depth interviews with
English consumers in the United Kingdom. We per-
formed content analysis and established coding reliabil-
ity using two pairs of independent coders.1
This first pool of items consisted of 206 items and
included the identified five dimensions: prosociality,
cognition, insecurity, reflexiveness, and habituation. To
assess content validity and reduce the initial pool of
items to a more manageable number, we subjected them
to expert rating. We assessed four key criteria at this
stage: representativeness, relevance, specificity, and clar-
ity (Haynes, Richard, and Kubany 1995). By calculating
intraclass correlations among the judges, we drew safe
conclusions for each of the four criteria from expert
agreement. We eliminated items that performed poorly
on any of the criteria. In total, 101 items survived the
expert rating and were incorporated into a seven-point
Likert scale. Finally, using convenience sampling, we
recruited 12 English consumers to pretest the question-
naire through a think-aloud protocol and respondent
debriefing process. These two methods are particularly
useful for identifying possible semantic and general
respondent task problems with the questionnaire
(Presser and Blair 1994). In the think-aloud protocol,
respondents read the questions and verbalized their
thinking while selecting their answers. If respondents
stumbled, we used probes to encourage further thought
formation (Czaja and Blair 2005). Eleven questions
needed to be rephrased, and 19 had problems related to
comprehension, information retrieval, and insufficient
knowledge. Because rephrasing would not have resolved
the problems with those questions, we removed them
from further analysis, which brought the total number
of item of the first scale to 82. All the items were
assessed on a seven-point Likert-type response scale.
Following standard procedures on scale development, we
conducted four studies to establish the dimensionality of
the extended consumer ethnocentrism construct, which
addresses our first research objective, and to develop and
validate the new scale (Studies 1–3), which satisfies our
second objective. We provide further validation by testing
the scale in an additional country (Study 4).
Study 1: Item Analysis and Scale Purification
We employed a mall intercept technique to collect data.
In total, 2,400 people were approached to participate in
72 Journal of International Marketing
Revisiting Consumer Ethnocentrism 73
the study. The 1,133 people (47%) who agreed to par-
ticipate were given the questionnaire with a self-
addressed, prepaid envelope for mailing their answers.
Ultimately, 206 completed questionnaires were received,
two of which we eliminated because of extensive miss-
ing values (for an 18% response rate). Demographic
characteristics of the samples appear in Appendix A.
As a preliminary step, we used item-to-total correlations
per dimension and eliminated items that failed to meet
the .30 cutoff point (Nunnally 1978). Sixty items sur-
vived this process and were subsequently subjected to
exploratory factor analysis (EFA). We employed three
statistical criteria for retaining items: (1) factor loadings
greater than .40 (Hair et al. 1998), (2) eigenvalues
greater than 1 (Kaiser–Guttman criterion), and (3) at
least three significant loadings per factor (Comrey 1988).
Following a series of EFAs, we retained 33 items. Four
items had high face validity and thus were retained,
though they did not meet the specified criteria (Bearden,
Hardesty, and Rose 2001). These items pertained to
either previously established aspects of consumer ethno-
centrism (e.g., prosociality) or novel aspects, identified
through the multidisciplinary literature review (e.g.,
habituation), and were considered vital in capturing the
contemporary content domain of consumer ethnocen-
trism. The results indicated a five-factor solution,
explaining 61.8% of the variance. Cronbach’s alphas
were satisfactory: .93 for prosociality, .86 for cognition,
.87 for insecurity, .80 for reflexiveness, and .79 for
habituation.
Studies 2 and 3: Consumer Ethnocentrism
Extended Scale (CEESCALE) Development and
Validation
We then conducted two studies to develop (Study 2) and
validate (Study 3) the scale. We collected data for both
studies in England using online surveys. We employed
stratified cluster sampling and divided the English regions
into “wealthier” and “poorer” strata, according to their
U.K. share of gross value added (Office for National Sta-
tistics 2010), which is now the preferred indicator of the
Office of National Statistics for the overall economic
well-being of an area.2 We assigned five regions to the
poorer stratum and four regions to the wealthier stratum.
We then randomly selected three regions from each stra-
tum. The resultant sampling frame consisted of the South-
west, West Midlands, and Northeast representing the
poorer regions and the Southeast, Northwest, and East
Anglia representing the wealthier regions. We then ran-
domly selected one county per region.
A permission-based database of English consumers’ e-
mail addresses provided the sample frame. We contacted
5,000 e-mail addresses for Study 2 and 5,000 for Study
3. In total, we received 143 usable questionnaires for
Study 2 and 110 for Study 3 (2.8% and 2.2% effective
response rates, respectively). Sample characteristics
appear in Appendix A.
We then performed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
on the data from Study 2. The five-factor, 33-item
model suggested by the EFA produced unsatisfactory fit
indices, signaling a poor representation of the data
(c2(485) = 1,276.236, p < .01; root mean square error
of approximation [RMSEA] = .08; goodness-of-fit index
[GFI] = .75; comparative fit index [CFI] = .75; Tucker–
Lewis index [TLI] = .84). Through iterative processes, a
five-factor, 17-item confirmatory model was supported
by satisfactory fit indices (c2(109) = 159.247, p < .01;
RMSEA = .06; GFI = .89; CFI = .96; TLI = .95). All item
loadings onto their corresponding dimensions were
high, ranging from .59 to .95, and the t-values were all
above 1.96 (Table 1), indicating that the loadings were
significant at the .05 level (Hair et al. 1998).
Internal consistency and construct reliabilities (Table 2)
were all acceptable (Hair et al. 1998; Nunnally 1978).
Internal consistency reliability for the CEESCALE was
.93, with a mean score of 3.31 and standard deviation
of 1.14.
The average variances extracted (AVEs) obtained for each
of the dimensions were all within acceptable levels (For-
nell and Larcker 1981), establishing convergent validity:
.56 for prosociality, .75 for cognition, .54 for insecurity,
.59 for reflexiveness, and .52 for habituation. Squared
correlations ranged between .31 and .59 and were smaller
than the AVEs of the individual dimensions, in support of
discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981).
To develop a psychometrically sound scale, we focused
on replicating the results using a fresh sample (Study 3).
We performed CFA on the final scale and again obtained
satisfactory results (c2(109) = 162.215, p < .01; RMSEA =
.07; GFI = .86; CFI = .93; TLI = .92). Item loadings onto
their corresponding factors were also satisfactory, rang-
ing from .54 to .88. Internal consistency and construct
reliabilities were again acceptable (Table 2). All item
loadings were also high (Table 1). Internal consistency
reliability of the CEESCALE was .90, with a mean score
of 3.47 and standard deviation of .94. The AVEs were
also within acceptable levels: .48 for prosociality, .75 for
cognition, .57 for insecurity, .58 for reflexiveness, and
.51 for habituation (Fornell and Larcker 1981).
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Table 1. Item Loadings of the Five-Factor Measurement Model (Standardized Estimates)
a Factor Loadings t-Values
Dimensions and Corresponding Items Study 2 Study 3 Study 2 Study 3
Prosociality
1. Buying British goods helps me maintain my British identity. .84 .67 10.69 9.24
2. I believe that purchasing British goods should be a moral duty of every
British citizen.
.78 .73 a a
3. It always makes me feel good to support our products. .53 .62 6.30 8.56
4. A real Briton should always back British products. .86 .81 11.08 11.20
5. British people should always consider British workers when making their
purchase decisions.
.69 .60 8.53 8.21
Cognition
6. When it comes to British products, I do not need further information to
assess their quality; the country of origin is sufficient signal of high quality
for me.
.81 .68 a a
7. British goods are better than imported goods. .95 .87 13.34 10.75
8. British products are made to high standards and no other country can
exceed them.
.83 .81 11.43 10.23
Insecurity
9. Increased imports result in greater levels of unemployment in this country. .76 .79 a a
10. Buying foreign products is a threat to the domestic economy. .68 .69 7.29 9.58
11. Job losses in this country are the result of increased importation of foreign
goods.
.78 .82 8.15 10.99
Reflexiveness
12. I would be convinced to buy domestic goods if a campaign was launched in
the mass media promoting British goods.
.80 .81 8.58 11.77
13. If British people are made aware of the impact on the economy of foreign
product consumption, they will be more willing to purchase domestic
goods.
.76 .82 a a
14. I would stop buying foreign products if the British government launched
campaigns to make people aware of the positive impact of domestic goods
consumption on the British economy.
.74 .82 8.07 9.95
Habituation
15. I am buying British products out of habit. .59 .64 a a
16. I prefer buying the British products because I am more familiar with them. .81 .75 6.72 7.61
17. I am buying British because I am following the consumption patterns as
these were passed to me by my older family members.
.74 .71 6.41 7.42
aParameters fixed to the value of 1.
Nomological Hypotheses Results. Because of concerns
with the length of the questionnaires, we split the nomo-
logical validity variables’ scales into three large-scale
surveys (Bearden, Hardesty, and Rose 2001). In addi-
tion, we included a test in which respondents indicated
their preference for six pairs of domestic and foreign
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brands, across four product categories (white goods,
small electrical appliances, clothing, and automobiles)
in Study 2, to establish predictive validity. We used
established measures from relevant studies to test for
nomological relationships. The results appear in Table
3. All hypotheses (H1–H3) are supported.
Investigation of Consumer Ethnocentrism Conse-
quences. We chose Germany, a highly developed Euro-
pean country (gross domestic product per capita = 121),
and Italy, a slightly less developed European country
(gross domestic product per capita = 100) (Eurostat
2011), to measure the reluctance of English consumers
to buy foreign (i.e., Italian and German) products. We
selected Italy as a foreign country because it has not
been included in extant studies to represent either the
domestic or the foreign market. We measured reluctance
to buy with a two-item scale adapted from Suh and
Kwon (2002). The internal consistency reliability of
reluctance to buy Italian products was .83, and the
respective estimate for German products was .81. We
measured preference for domestic goods using six pairs
of domestic and foreign brands from the four product
categories specified previously. Four filler questions also
appeared in this section, to suppress the real objectives
of the study and to prevent any bias.
Our results indicate that consumer ethnocentrism has a
positive and significant relationship to preference for
local brands (b = .23, p < .01), thus confirming H4a. In
addition, and consistent with existing evidence, the
overall consumer ethnocentrism score was significantly
and positively associated with reluctance to buy either
German or Italian products (German products: b = .51;
Italian products: b = .59; p < .01), providing support for
H4b. The standardized regression coefficients indicate a
Table 2. U.K. and U.S. Reliability Estimates
                                              Internal Consistency Reliability (a)                                              Construct Reliability
                                          United Kingdom                     United States                      United Kingdom                     United States
                                    Study 2               Study 3                                                   Study 2               Study 3
Prosociality                      .85                      .81                          .88                           .86                      .82                           .88
Cognition                         .89                      .84                          .84                           .90                      .84                           .84
Insecurity                         .76                      .77                          .87                           .78                      .80                           .87
Reflexiveness                   .81                      .79                          .83                           .81                      .80                           .83
Habituation                     .76                      .76                          .81                           .76                      .76                           .81
CEESCALE                      .93                      .90                          .94
Table 3. Nomological Validity: Correlations with CEESCALE 
a blah Study Number of Items a CEESCALE Hypotheses Testing Results
Ethical idealism (Forsyth 1980) 3 10 .87      .31** H1 supported
Interpersonal influence (Bearden,
Netemeyer, and Teel 1989)
2 12 .90      .30** H2 supported
Cosmopolitanism (Riefler, 
Diamantopoulos, and Siguaw 2012)
3 12 .79    –.30* H3 supported
*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.
stronger reluctance to buy Italian rather than German
products. One explanation for this result might be the
mediating role of country-of-origin effects (Shankarma-
hesh 2006).
Comparing CETSCALE and CEESCALE. To establish
incremental predictive validity of the CEESCALE over
the CETSCALE, we performed two repeated measures
multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs). The
dependent variables were reluctance to buy Italian and
German products, and CETSCALE and CEESSCALE
served as covariates. The results revealed a significant
multivariate (between-subjects) main effect for
CEESCALE (F(1, 141) = 69.419, p < .001, partial h2 =
.330). The CETSCALE also has a significant effect on
the two reluctance-to-buy variables, but the effect is sig-
nificantly lower than that of the CEESCALE (F(1, 
141) = 31.969, p < .001, partial h2 = .185). Thus, the
CEESCALE effect sizes (i.e., partial h2) are stronger
than those of the CETSCALE. The variation of the
effects of CEESCALE and CETSCALE (within-subject
effects) on the reluctance to buy Italian or German
products was marginal.
Social Desirability Bias. We used Ray’s (1984) social
desirability bias scale to investigate the relationship
between social desirability and consumer ethnocen-
trism. The overall score was only weakly correlated with
the social desirability scores (r = .17, p < .01). Previous
tests of the relationships between the CETSCALE and
social desirability indicate higher correlations; for exam-
ple, De Ruyter, Van Birgelen, and Wetzels (1998) report
a higher correlation of r = .21 (p < .01). A low level of
social desirability seems natural and not harmful, given
the dominance of ethnocentric norms in society.
Demographic Variables. Finally, we tested for relation-
ships between consumer ethnocentrism and the demo-
graphic variables. We found no significant relationship
with age (Study 2: r = .07, p > .05; Study 3: r = .06, p >
.05) but a significant relationship with education (Study
2: r = –.24, p < .01; Study 3: r = –.14, p < .05). Income
was significant only in Study 2 (r = –.21, p < .01; Study
3: r = –.03, p > .05). Notably, gender was unrelated to
consumer ethnocentrism (Study 2: t(141) = –.341, p >
.05; Study 3: t(108) = –.292, p > .05).
Study 4: U.S. Replication
To replicate the results and establish the stability of the
CEESCALE across cultures, we collected a new round of
data in the United States. The questionnaire contained
the CEESCALE, the CETSCALE, and several outcome
variables, including attitudes toward domestic brands,
domestic brand ownership, and intentions to buy
domestic brands. An online survey was launched, and
data were collected through a permission-based mailing
list of U.S. consumers (for the demographic characteris-
tics of the sample, see Appendix B).
We again performed CFA to empirically establish the
stability of the scale. The results reveal good model fit
(c2(109) = 448.091, p < .01; RMSEA = .07; GFI = .91;
CFI = .95; TLI = .92). All loadings were above the sug-
gested .60 threshold (Bagozzi, Yi, and Phillips 1991).
Internal consistency and construct reliabilities of the
individual subscales and the CEESCALE were all within
acceptable levels (Table 2).
We established convergent and discriminant validities.
All AVEs were above the suggested .50 threshold (For-
nell and Larcker 1981): .62 for prosociality, .64 for cog-
nition, .71 for insecurity, .64 for reflexiveness, and .59
for habituation, providing solid support for convergent
validity. We then established discriminant validity by
comparing alternative models, which involved collapsed
dimensions. The five-factor model outperformed all
alternative models with fewer dimensions (Table 4). We
also tested for measurement invariance across the U.K.
and U.S. samples, using established procedures
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998). The results pro-
vide support for full metric invariance. More specifi-
cally, although chi-square significantly increased when
we imposed metric restrictions (Dc2(12) = 33.011, p <
.05), the fit indices remained within acceptable levels
(c2(76) = 644.285, p < .01; RMSEA = .05; GFI = .89;
CFI = .94; TLI = .93). The next step involved establish-
ing predictive validity.
Predictive Validity Measures. We measured intentions to
buy domestic brands on a five-point Likert scale (1 =
“definitely would buy,” and 5 = “definitely would not
buy”). We used domestic brands from various product
categories, including cars (Chevrolet and Ford), sport
shoes (Converse and Nike), beer (Budweiser and Pabst),
motorcycles (Harley-Davidson), and casual clothing
(Gap). The questionnaire tested respondents’ percep-
tions of the origins of the chosen brands, and all respon-
dents successfully identified the brands as domestic.
Consistent with the work of Chattopadhyay and Basu
(1990), we measured attitudes toward domestic brands
on a three-item, five-point semantic differential scale
(“very unfavorable/very favorable,” “dislike a lot/like a
lot,” and “very poor/exceptional”). Similar to inten-
tions, product categories included cars, sport shoes,
beer, motorcycles, and casual clothing.
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Predictive Validity Results. To investigate predictive
validity and establish CEESCALE’s superior explana-
tory power in the United States, we ran a series of dou-
bly multivariate analyses. More specifically, two sepa-
rate doubly repeated measures MANOVAs tested the
impact of CEESCALE and CETSCALE on favorability,
likability, general attitudes, and purchase intentions, for
all eight domestic brands (Table 5). The MANOVA
results revealed a significant overall (all four variables)
multivariate effect for CEESCALE (Wilks’s l = .898,
F(4, 424) = 12.102, p < .001, partial h2 = .102). The
CETSCALE also had a significant effect on the four
dependent variables, though the effect was smaller than
that of the CEESCALE (Wilks’s l = .948, F(4, 424) =
5.767, p < .001, partial h2 = .052). The univariate
results indicated that most of the CEESCALE effect sizes
(i.e., partial h2) were stronger than the respective
CETSCALE effects, which were, according to Cohen’s
(1988) guidelines, at low levels. As expected, both
analyses indicated strong brand effects (Wilks’s l =
.787, F(28, 424) = 3.865, p < .001, partial h2 = .213) on
the multivariate measures (i.e., favorability, likability,
general attitudes, and buying intentions), reflecting a
variation according to the strength of each brand.
Importantly, the analyses (within-subject effects) indi-
cated that the effects (on all four measures) of both the
CEESCALE (Wilks’s l = .818, F(28, 424) = 3.188, p <
.001, partial h2 = .182) and the CETSCALE (Wilks’s 
l = .823, F(28, 424) = 3.072, p < .001, partial h2 =
.177) varied across the eight brands assessed. Thus,
ethnocentrism does not benefit all domestic brands
Table 4. Comparison of Alternative Models with the Five-Factor Model
Alternative Modelsa c2 d.f. Dc2* Dd.f. CFI TLI RMSEA
Five Factors 448.091 109 .95 .92 .07
Two Factors
Cognition ¥ reflexiveness ¥ habituation, prosociality ¥
insecurity
884.041 112 435.95 3 .88 .84 .11
Three Factors
Prosociality ¥ distortion ¥ reflexiveness, habituation,
insecurity
706.885 111 258.794 2 .91 .89 .10
Four Factors
Cognition ¥ habituation, insecurity, prosociality, 
reflexiveness
545.37 110 97.279 1 .93 .92 .09
*All Dc2 are significant at the .01 level.
aBest-performing models are shown.
Table 5. Predictive Validity of CEESCALE and CETSCALE
                                                                         CEESCALE                                                                  CETSCALE
                                                     F                          p                     h2partial                               F                          P                     h2partial
Favorability                               40.275                   .000                    .086                    19.739                    .000                     .044
Likability                                   45.989                   .000                    .097                    21.729                    .000                     .048
General attitudes                       41.940                   .000                    .089                    19.712                    .000                     .044
Purchase intentions                   14.457                   .000                    .033                      6.728                    .010                     .016
equally, and some brands are considered more domes-
tic than others.
In testing for consumer ethnocentrism’s relationship
with the demographic variables, we found that age and
education were significantly related to consumer ethno-
centrism (age: r = .12, p < .01; education: r = –.19, p <
.01). Gender was also significantly associated with con-
sumer ethnocentrism (t(488) = –3.471, p < .01).
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
For a quarter of a century, marketing scholars have used
and incorporated the construct of consumer ethnocen-
trism in their research. The original conceptualization
suggests that consumer ethnocentrism has one dimen-
sion that taps the morality of purchasing foreign prod-
ucts. Since its development, there has been no systematic
effort to reconsider and update Shimp and Sharma’s
(1987) conceptualization despite its significant impact
on international consumer behavior. However, research
on social ethnocentrism has advanced and suggests that
ethnocentrism is a richer concept with more than one
dimension (Bizumic et al. 2009; Devine 1989; Grant and
Brown 1995). Corroborating these findings, marketing
studies have revealed the multidimensional nature of
consumer ethnocentrism (e.g., Hsu and Nien 2008) and
called for a reconceptualization. Additional criticisms of
the measure used include inconsistencies between the
definition of consumer ethnocentrism as a trait and the
items of the scale as well as issues regarding social desir-
ability and response bias (De Ruyter, Van Birgelen, and
Wetzels 1998; Hult and Keillor 1994).
This study addresses these limitations in an attempt to
update the concept of consumer ethnocentrism. It incor-
porates the current theoretical advances in the field of
social ethnocentrism and addresses scholarly concerns
regarding the multidimensional nature of the construct
and measurement quality issues. Overall, the study con-
tributes to scientific marketing scholarship in two ways.
First, it identifies new components of consumer ethno-
centrism, including prosociality, reflexiveness, and
habituation, and establishes five distinct dimensions.
Second, it develops a robust scale to measure consumer
ethnocentrism, the CEESCALE, to help researchers
identify behavioral intentions more accurately.
The results establish the CEESCALE’s superior predic-
tive validity (to that of the CETSCALE) and offer more
confidence to marketing scholars in identifying ethno-
centric consumers and predicting their responses to for-
eign and domestic products. Use of the CEESCALE,
together with other factors, such as country factors (e.g.,
cost of living, availability of domestic products in cer-
tain product categories) or other environmental factors
(e.g., word of mouth, negative publicity), could provide
scholars with a more robust model for explaining con-
sumer attitudes toward foreign and domestic products.
The five dimensions could also help researchers under-
stand the unique influence of each of the dimensions
on consumers’ perceptions and, ultimately, on their
purchase behavior. This is of great importance, consid-
ering that consumers might be confronted with con-
flicting emotional, cognitive, and/or behavioral
responses. For example, consumers might be emotion-
ally driven to domestic products but might be cogni-
tively discouraged from purchasing them because of
concerns with quality or price. Similarly, consumers
might be cognitively encouraged to buy domestic prod-
ucts, as they associate foreign products with economic
threat, but might show a preference for foreign prod-
ucts as a result of learning from family and peers who
purchase imported goods.
Theoretical Implications
The study highlights the reflexive nature of ethnocen-
trism, as mere exposure to external stimuli (i.e., foreign
or domestic products) can result in an automatic activa-
tion of ethnocentrism (MacDonald 2006). Caution
should be exercised, however, when assessing the impact
of demographic variables on the dimensions of ethno-
centrism. Consistent with prior research and some evi-
dence from this study, ethnocentrism levels are signifi-
cantly affected by age, gender, education, and income
(e.g., Balabanis et al. 2001; Sharma, Shimp, and Shin
1995). For example, ethnocentric reflexiveness might
depend on age. Older consumers, who tend to be more
conservative (Tragos 1998), might be more receptive to
messages that highlight traditions or emphasize the
negative aspects of international competition on off-
shoring policies.
Relevant to the role of normative systems, we found
that habituation is also a dimension of consumer ethno-
centrism. Habituation suggests that ethnocentric feel-
ings can be triggered from habit, familiarity, and inter-
generational inheritance of consumption patterns.
Although relevant literature views morality, which is at
the core of consumer ethnocentrism, as a habit of mind
(Camic 1986), studies have failed to address the need to
incorporate habituation into the conceptual domain of
consumer ethnocentrism.
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In addition, our findings substantiate the relevance of
prosociality within the consumer ethnocentrism con-
ceptual domain (e.g., Sharma, Shimp, and Shin 1995).
However, contrary to extant research on consumer eth-
nocentrism, which ascribes preference for domestic
products to pure altruism (Powers and Hopkins 2006),
the current study adds a new perspective by theoreti-
cally and empirically corroborating the role of self-
enhancement aspirations in consumer ethnocentrism
(Meier 2006).
The new conceptualization also recognizes insecurity as
an important consumer ethnocentrism dimension,
which taps perceptions of threat from domestic prod-
ucts competing with foreign alternatives. This dimension
is theoretically justified with LeVine and Campbell’s
(1972) group conflict theory, which suggests that ethno-
centrism is triggered by the competition for scarce
resources. In line with existing findings that show a
precedence for perceived threats over real threats regard-
ing ethnocentric bias (Bircan 2010), the CEESCALE
enables marketing scholars to incorporate the impact of
such contextual factors in their studies.
Managerial and Policy Implications
Both the extended conceptualization and new measure
of consumer ethnocentrism can help organizations gain
more granular insights into their decision making,
attain more accurate measurement, and achieve better
prediction rates. The new measure enables managers to
predict more accurately the acceptability of their prod-
ucts in different markets. In addition, the CEESCALE
will allow organizations, policy makers, and market
research agencies to monitor annual changes in con-
sumer ethnocentrism in a more systematic manner as
well as understand variations across countries. The
CEESCALE also enables managers to identify country
or regional variations and annual changes in the bal-
ance of the five components of consumer ethnocen-
trism, thus guiding their efforts and focus on specific
dimensions of consumer ethnocentrism.
Research in marketing has already established that con-
sumer ethnocentrism is managerially important in stan-
dardization/specialization decisions (Keillor and Hult
1996), market segmentation, global positioning (Mag-
nusson et al. 2014; Nijssen and Douglas 2011; West-
john, Singh, and Magnusson 2012), global branding
(Alden et al. 2013; Guo 2013), market entry mode deci-
sions (Fong, Lee, and Du 2014), and country-of-origin-
related issues (Balabanis and Diamantopoulos 2008,
2011). Both the multidimensional nature and the
enhanced predictive validity of the CEESCALE can aid
in the development of alternative (foreign or domestic)
market segmentation schemes, as well as the selection of
appropriate positioning themes.
Buy-local campaigns constitute an important tool for
policy makers and governments aiming to promote
domestic products. Most buy-local campaigns revolve
around the ethnocentric sentiments of consumers, and
their appeal emphasizes either the moral duty to buy
local products or the threat from foreign products. The
CEESCALE and its dimensions can help governments
and organizations identify suitable message appeals. For
example, CEESCALE results can assist managers in seg-
menting the market on the basis of scores obtained for
the individual CEESCALE dimensions (e.g., the patri-
otic ethnocentric segment) and in adapting message
appeals accordingly (e.g., focusing on moral obligation,
to appeal to the patriotic segment).
Limitations and Further Research
A new operationalization offers research opportunities
for replication in different contexts, as well as opportuni-
ties for further scrutiny using additional tests. This study
has limitations, which present opportunities for further
research. First, to establish predictive validity, we focused
on only a few product categories (i.e., white goods, small
electrical appliances, clothing and shoes, cars, beer, and
motorcycles). Considering the impact of product cate-
gories on the predictability of consumer ethnocentrism
levels (e.g., Balabanis and Diamantopoulos 2004; Herche
1992; Leonidou et al. 1999), further research could incor-
porate a wider array of product categories as well as serv-
ices to understand the consequences of consumer bias in
favor of domestic products.
Second, as we noted, time is a critical factor that deter-
mines consumer ethnocentrism levels. Future studies
might employ longitudinal research and identify
changes in the levels of the five consumer ethnocentrism
dimensions. Longitudinal research would help pinpoint
which of the available social factors actually influence
consumer ethnocentrism and the extent to which these
effects are uniform across all CEESCALE dimensions.
Furthermore, because ethnocentrism takes shape during
early childhood socialization experiences (Adorno et al.
1950; Shimp and Sharma 1987), a longitudinal study
would help analyze how variations in the prevailing
conditions during that stage of individual life affect con-
sumer ethnocentrism, enabling researchers to identify
the sources of possible intergenerational differences in
consumer ethnocentrism.
Third, we did not compare situations in which domestic
products are widely available with those in which they
are unavailable. The exploratory stage of the research
indicated that English consumers are concerned with the
unavailability of domestic goods across a wide array of
product categories. Prior research has indicated that
domestic product availability plays a moderating role
(Nijssen and Douglas 2004), and thus further research is
necessary to address the differences that might exist as a
result of domestic product availability. In any additional
research, the notion of domestic product availability
should be broadened from a dichotomous variable to a
continuous one to take into account the different
degrees of availability and salience of domestic products
in the market. Similar to the lack of availability, the
strategic importance of certain imports to the local
economy may mitigate or even cancel out the effects of
consumer ethnocentrism. Such research would facilitate
better calibration of the consequences of the
CEESCALE and its predictive validity.
Fourth, we developed and validated the scale in two
economically developed countries with many cultural
similarities (i.e., the United Kingdom and United States).
For generalization purposes, further research should
examine less developed countries and emerging markets
in particular. Research could also test the arguments put
forth regarding the effects of prevailing conditions and
social factors on the activation of consumer ethnocen-
trism in different cultural and economically developed
contexts. Such research would test the generalizability
and validity of the CEESCALE across different cultures
and delineate the impact of cultural and macroeconomic
factors on the construct.
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Appendix A. U.K. Sample Demographics
                                                                                 Study 1                                         Study 2                                          Study 3
Sex (%)
Male                                                                           48.2                                              44.1                                               49.1
Female                                                                        51.8                                              55.9                                               50.9
Age (%)                                                                                                                                                                                    
Under 18 years                                                             2                                                   0                                                      .9
18–24 years                                                                37.7                                              15.4                                               21.8
25–44 years                                                                26                                                 32.9                                               29.1
45–60 years                                                                26                                                 35                                                  35.5
More than 60 years                                                      8.3                                              16.8                                               12.7
Education (%)                                                                                                                                                                          
Primary school                                                             2                                                   1.4                                                 0
Secondary school                                                        20.7                                              30.8                                               28.2
Diploma                                                                       9.4                                              14                                                  21.8
Undergraduate degree                                                 32.5                                              19.6                                               18.2
Postgraduate degree                                                    13.3                                                7.7                                                 8.2
Professional qualification                                           22.1                                              20.3                                               14.5
Other                                                                            0                                                   6.2                                                 9.1
Income (%)                                                                                                                                                                               
Less than £10,000                                                      37.9                                              29.4                                               36.4
£10,000–£30,000                                                       36.4                                              46.9                                               45.5
£31,000–£50,000                                                       13.6                                              14.7                                               11.8
£51,000–£70,000                                                         5.1                                                6.3                                                   .9
£71,000–£90,000                                                         3.5                                                2.1                                                 1.8
£91,000–£110,000                                                       2                                                     .6                                                   .9
More than £110,000                                                    1.5                                                0                                                    2.7
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Region (%)                                                                    N.A.
Northeast                                                                                                                          7                                                    4.5
Northwest                                                                                                                       14                                                  26.4
West Midlands                                                                                                                 21.7                                               26.4
East Anglia                                                                                                                        7.7                                                 6.4
Southeast                                                                                                                         33.6                                               27.3
Southwest                                                                                                                        16                                                    9
N.A. = not applicable.
Appendix A. Continued
                                                                                 Study 1                                         Study 2                                          Study 3
Sex (%)                                                        
Male                                                      56.6
Female                                                   43.4
Age (%)                                                        
Under 18 years                                         2.2
18–24 years                                              7.1
25–44 years                                            32.3
45–60 years                                            37.4
More than 60 years                                20.9
Education (%)                                              
Junior high school                                      .4
High school                                            11.5
College (no degree)                                20.4
Bachelor’s degree                                    34.7
Master’s degree                                      21.8
Professional degree                                   6.7
Doctoral degree                                        4.4
Income (%)                                                  
Under $20,000                                         9.0
$20,000–$40,000                                   17.9
$40,001–$60,000                                   16.0
$60,001–$80,000                                   17.7
$80,001–$100,00                                   10.5
More than $100,000                              29.0
Appendix B. U.S. Sample Demographics
NOTES
1. We presented independent coders with clear defini-
tions of the codes and extensively trained them before
independently implementing the coding. Consistent
with Kolbe and Burnett’s (1991) quality criteria, sim-
ple agreement and Scott’s p reached satisfactory levels
(simple agreement: .81–.88; Scott’s p: 81–.87).
2. In line with empirical evidence that each country’s
economic development has a significant impact on
consumer ethnocentrism levels (Kaynak, Kucuke -
miroglu, and Hyder 2000; Leonidou et al. 1999), we
expected regional discrepancies in economic develop-
ment to significantly affect consumers’ responses to
the questions posed. We calculated the mean share of
the regions and assigned those with gross value-added
share above the mean to the wealthier stratum and
those below the average share to the poorer stratum.
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